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I. Executive Summary 
 
The University of Kentucky’s Campus Recreation department is currently operating 
without professional marketing personnel to promote the programs and services the 
facility offers. With the university expanding campus housing for incoming students, the 
question of how activity spaces will accommodate and reach out to these students is 
certainly one to consider. 
 
I conducted this research with the aim of analyzing the importance of marketing in 
Campus Recreation facilities and to see if marketing efforts have an effect on facility usage 
by participants. The department began conducting surveys in 2010 to assess its programs 
and services in order to determine student satisfaction with the department’s facilities, 
equipment, and staff, to determine student usage of recreational facilities and programs, to 
identify barriers that discourage students from utilizing Campus Recreation programs and 
services, and to determine student attitudes towards the value of UK’s recreational 
facilities and programs.  
 
In the fall of 2012, the department implemented its first efforts to market the facility by 
hiring a marketing intern. With regards to how students learned about what was 
happening in Campus Recreation, the 2012 survey results show an increase in the use of 
flyers as a good way for students to learn about campus recreation programs and services. 
However, word-of-mouth was still by far the way most students find out about campus 
recreation offerings.  The results from the survey may be found in Appendix A.  
These findings led me to question:  
 
 Is there a correlation between having marketing personnel and facility usage?    
 Are universities comparable to the University of Kentucky utilizing marketing 
personnel to promote their facility?  
 How are marketing personnel organized at these universities?  
 What is the marketing budget for universities using marketing? 
 
In general, I find that the University of Kentucky does display lower facility usage 
numbers than comparable universities.  In addition to this observation, some major 
findings include: 
 
 Data collection methods for annual reports vary widely across universities and 
many lack proper organizational systems for obtaining participation numbers.  
 Universities that do have professional marketing staff and a positive marketing 
budget have a statistically significant impact on facility entries.  
 The organization of marketing departments and their budgets vary widely among 
universities.  
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Based on the findings, I make the following recommendations: 
 
 Campus Recreation departments should collect annual participation numbers so it 
can track its facility usage numbers throughout the years.  
 The University Kentucky’s Campus Recreation Department should hire a marketing 
professional to promote its facility to the thousands of new students who will be 
living on campus.  
 The department should go beyond social media efforts and flyers to reach the 
student population.  
 The department should strongly consider implementing a TPSI approach as an 
alternative to a conventional survey to identify how they can meet the current 
students’ needs, and prepare the university for the large amount of incoming 
students in the near future. 
 The department should focus on increasing its participation numbers to help in the 
efforts of student retention.  
 
On average, the University of Kentucky’s workout facility has roughly 2,500 
participants a day.  While this number looks good on paper, the university currently has 
over 28,000 students enrolled with a membership that is automatically included in their 
student fees. Thousands of students are not using the facility for one reason or another.  
The results of this research should allow the professional staff at the University of 
Kentucky’s Campus Recreation facility to determine if incorporating marketing personnel 
into their plans of growth would be beneficial to the department and to the students who 
utilize it. This, in turn, should help the University of Kentucky in their efforts to retain more 
students because of their knowledge and involvement with campus activities.  
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II. Introduction 
The University of Kentucky’s Campus Recreation Department has discussed plans to 
expand its facilities to meet the growing enrollment numbers and needs of the student 
population. Currently, UK is undertaking one of the largest and most innovative 
transformations of student residence halls in the country. The plan is to construct 7,500 to 
9,000 new residence hall beds over the next 5 to 7 years. With this growth, facilities around 
campus can expect an increase in student participation due to sheer volume. University 
decision makers state that the focus on housing is intentional. National statistics show that 
students do much better academically when they live on campus, where they can engage 
more readily with faculty and in university life. Part of the university life can be found at 
the Campus Recreation Department. The University of Kentucky’s Campus Recreation 
Facility and Lancaster Aquatic Center employs 10 professional staff, 12 graduate assistants, 
250 student employees, and house various student programs including Intramurals, Sports 
Clubs, Aquatics, Fitness, and Facilities and had over 400,000 entries into the facility this 
past year.  What you will not see in the department, however, is a strong marketing 
presence. 
With an expected increase in the student population, it is important for the current 
professional staff at the Campus Recreation Department to determine if hiring a 
professional marketing employee would be beneficial to the facility and to the student 
population.  Understanding how the University of Kentucky compares to similar schools 
when it comes to the presence of marketing will help gain an understanding if such efforts 
would reach out to the UK community and increase the amount of participants using the 
facility.  
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III. Literature Review 
Brief Campus Recreation Background  
Today, Campus Recreation departments can be found on nearly every university, 
large or small, across the country.  This year marks the 100th anniversary of collegiate 
recreation.  The Ohio State University and the University of Michigan created the first 
intramural sports departments in 1913. Intramural sports programs were organized on 
college campuses to promote competition and fun amongst the students and include sports 
such as flag football, basketball, and even dodgeball.  Presently, Campus Recreation 
departments house many more departments in addition to intramurals including Outdoor 
Adventures where students can do anything from rock climb in the facility to going on ski 
trips, Club Sports where students can participate in sports that compete with other 
universities or colleges but are not regulated by the National Collegiate Athletic Association 
such as water polo or lacrosse, Aquatics where students can take swim lessons, and Fitness 
where students can work out using cardio and strength equipment or take Group Fitness 
classes such as cycling and Zumba.  
Campus Recreation departments really began to take shape when Dr. William 
Wasson developed his own intramural program at Dillard University in 1946. Dr. Wasson 
was a scholar interested in the positive impacts of recreation on campus culture and 
student’s quality of life (NIRSA). As a result of his studies, 11 Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities formed the National Intramural Association (NIA) that brought together 
program leaders to share their knowledge and skills to advance the good work of their 
profession. Today, the organization is known as the National-Intramural Recreational 
Sports Association (NIRSA) and encompasses over 2,000 professional members from 
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nearly 700 campuses across the nation. Regional and annual conferences are held every 
year that bring professionals, graduate assistants, and students together to share their 
ideas and experiences to fulfill the NIRSA mission of creating communities of well-being on 
campuses everywhere.  
Importance of Campus Recreation Departments Today 
 The mission of the Campus Recreation department at the University of Kentucky is 
“To support student success in academic, personal, and social areas by providing programs, 
services, and facilities that are responsive to the physical, social, recreational, and lifelong 
educational needs of the campus community as they relate to health, fitness, and learning” 
(CR). You will see renditions of this mission statement for Campus Recreation departments 
across the country.  Note that they go beyond the focus of aiding students in being healthy 
and active, but look to play a role in having a positive impact on the student’s quality of life, 
well-being, and experience while at the university.  The department can even be seen as a 
recruitment tool in that campus tour guides show incoming students, namely freshmen, the 
facility and explain what services are provided outside their preconceived notions of it just 
being used to work out. However, offering these services is not enough to assure that the 
intended benefits are being utilized by the campus community.  Programs must be 
effectively marketed to not only engage students in what the facility has to offer, but retain 
students in these programs so that the department is fulfilling its mission. 
 The first Marketing Symposium for Campus Recreation was offered in 2000 by 
NIRSA.  This indicates that professionals were looking to improve the facility usage and 
retention of students at their universities and they wanted to bring together individuals in 
the field in order to share thoughts and ideas as to how to reach out to students. While 
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many universities are utilizing marketing professionals in their facility, there are still many, 
such as UK, which have yet to incorporate a marketing department into their plan.   
In James Wesse’s article, “The Development of an Instrument to Measure 
Effectiveness in Campus Recreation Programs,” he explains that “accountability and 
effectiveness in both public and private enterprises are emerging as topics of greater 
importance as resources dwindle and competition for them become more intense” (Wesse 
264).  Wesse explains how the Target Population Satisfaction Index (TPSI) is designed to 
uncover perceptual information of constituent satisfaction with their campus recreation 
opportunities. It is an instrument created specifically to measure the organizational 
effectiveness of campus recreation programs.  Measures include program success, staff 
retention rates, participant ratios, and size of the budget. He also implies that information 
collected from TPSI could help assist program decision makers with assessing the success 
of their programs.  The TPSI is based on the multiple constituencies approach to 
organizational effectiveness (Chelladurai) as well as the “prime beneficiary” approach 
(Blau & Scott). Together, these modes of effectiveness identify constituent groups to 
determine if their needs are being met, and it says the most powerful constituent’s opinion 
should matter the most, i.e. the student. Having professional marketing personnel in place 
to conduct the TPSI could be very beneficial to these efforts.  
 Having students participate in Campus Recreation activities may not only be 
beneficial for retention, but can also be used as a tool to help create long-term healthy 
behaviors amongst users of the facility.  In a study analyzing college students’ physical 
activity behavior, Xiaofen Deng Keating, Jianmin Guan, José Castro Piñero, and Dwan Marie 
Bridges found that about 40% to 50% of college students are physically inactive. The 
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researchers discovered that “studies show that physical activity patterns established in 
college are likely to be maintained for a long time. Given that virtually all college students 
are adults with multiple responsibilities, they are very likely to maintain physical activity 
patterns that they establish during their college years throughout adulthood, and such 
patterns may thereby influence long-term health” (Xiaofen 117).  Further, their study states 
that “it is prudent to use all available strategies to combat physical inactivity, given that we 
urgently need to promote physical activity in the general population. Higher education is 
one of the environments in which we can implement strategies to greatly help combat 
sedentary lifestyles by fostering physically active graduates” (Xiaofen 117).  This study is 
extremely relevant to the purpose and vision of Campus Recreation departments to be an 
exemplary model of a comprehensive, inclusive, and progressive recreational sports 
program. Xiaofen’s study identified the following determinants of physical activity: 
personal (i.e., age, gender, race, health condition), social (i.e., friend or family support), 
cognitive (i.e., self-efficacy, beliefs about physical activity), and environmental (i.e., weather 
conditions, facilities access) factors. All of these are reasons for why a student may or may 
not participate in campus recreation activities aside from awareness of the programs and 
services offered.  
Interestingly enough, with regards to marketing Campus Recreation, the study 
explains that it is difficult to promote students’ physical activity effectively. The researchers 
discuss several issues that merit the attention of professionals in the fields of health and 
physical activity to successfully combat physical inactivity in this population:  
On the basis of our extensive examination of literature, those issues are: (1) lack of 
attention to college students’ physical activity behaviors, (2) unbalanced research 
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focus, (3) weak intervention research design, (4) inconsistent and subjective 
physical activity measures, (5) lack of multiple approaches, and (6) absence of 
physical education pedagogy specialists’ involvement in research on students’ 
physical (Xiaofen 122).   
While the study does not specifically identify marketing to be a determinant of student 
involvement, several of the listed issues could be affected by marketing efforts. The study 
goes on to state that “students will not increase their physical activity simply because they 
are told that they should, as is evidenced by the results of intervention studies that show 
only moderate overall effects of physical activity enhancement. Extra efforts are needed to 
promote physical activity among college students” (Xiaofen 122).  They key word here is 
promote – professional marketing personnel working for the facility may aid the effort to 
increase physical activity amongst the campus community. However, the study explains 
that since no available longitudinal studies tracking students’ physical activity during their 
tenure in college exist, it is still unclear what the change in physical activity patterns is over 
the entire period of tertiary education. In addition, valid strategies for changing physical 
activity behaviors are missing from the literature. Researchers reported only three 
experimental studies; thus, researchers still do not fully understand how to effectively 
change college students’ physical activity. Therefore, more experimental or intervention 
studies, rather than descriptive studies, are needed (Xiaofen 122).  
 The American Marketing Association defines marketing as the activity, set of 
institutions, and processes for creating, communicating, delivering, and exchanging 
offerings that have value for customers, clients, partners, and society at large (AMA). While 
there are many different facets of marketing, one in particular is relationship marketing 
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that emphasizes customer retention and satisfaction rather than focusing on sales 
transactions. This shows that marketing is not solely based on making profits, but 
recognizes the long term value of customer relationships that extends communication 
beyond intrusive advertising and sales promotional messages. Since value and retention is 
currently so important to decision makers at the University of Kentucky, having 
professional personnel that specialize in these efforts may be very beneficial to their efforts 
of increasing student participation in campus activities.  
 From this review of literature it is quite clear that not enough students are using 
physical activity spaces on campus and more studies need to be conducted that attempt to 
narrow in on why students are not using physical activity spaces such as Campus 
Recreation departments. However, what is unclear is how large of a role awareness plays 
when students utilize the facility programs.  The study that follows is aimed at determining 
if marketing affects facility usage. This will then help to determine how the University of 
Kentucky falls in relation to Campus Recreation departments across the country and 
whether or not they should incorporate marketing efforts into their plans for growth.  
 
IV. Research Questions 
 This paper addresses four major research questions. (1) Is there a correlation 
between marketing personnel and facility usage?  (2) Are universities comparable to the 
University of Kentucky utilizing marketing personnel to promote their facility? (3) How are 
marketing personnel organized at these universities? (4) What is the marketing budget for 
universities using marketing? 
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V. Research Design 
 This research is focused on determining how the University of Kentucky’s Campus 
Recreation department compares to its benchmark institutions, other Southeastern 
Conference (SEC) universities, and schools in surrounding states.  According to the 
University of Kentucky’s Review Committee, as of November 13, 2012 UK has 11 
benchmark institutions. The committee states that “comparisons are used to assess UK's 
standing in such areas like tuition, student recruitment, faculty salaries, diversity, and 
employee health benefits. Analysis of benchmark institutions informs decision-making to 
promote program change and enhancements” (Benchmark Comparisons 2012). 
Benchmarks prior to this have been selected because the institutions had land-grant 
mission or medical school or both.  These benchmark institutions were included in this 
research to draw comparisons for ways in which UK’s Campus Recreation department 
measures up to facility utilization and participation with comparable schools. In addition, 
this research covers SEC schools and schools in surrounding states to take into account 
similarities in participation because of environment, lifestyle habits, and enrollment 
numbers that are similar to those of Kentucky.         
   The unit of analysis for this project consists of universities. Nearly every university in 
the nation has a Campus Recreation department or some variation of it. I gathered a list of 25 
universities to use in my study in addition to UK.  Of these universities, 11 are benchmark 
institutions, 10 are SEC institutions, and 4 institutions are from surrounding states. Of these 25 
universities, 7 schools, not including Kentucky, do not have professional marketing staff.  For 
the other 18 schools that do have marketing personnel, a questionnaire about the make-up of the 
staff, budget, and year the personnel was first implemented was administered.  It was important 
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for the purpose of my research to be able to obtain data from the director on annual participation 
numbers as well as from the marketing personnel in order to observe a correlation. I was able to 
retrieve both sets of data from fifteen respondents – a 60% response rate. Of the ten non-
respondents, four were benchmark institutions, four were SEC universities, and 2 were schools 
from surrounding states.  
My research design has both comparative and time-series aspects. Comparative 
analysis allowed me to compare facility usage numbers of universities that have a 
marketing department in their organization to those that do not. Having time-series 
allowed me to study the difference of facility usage numbers over a number of years and in 
relation to when the marketing personnel were first hired.  
Most departments have turnstiles or software to keep track of the number of 
students who use the facility. They use this information to justify funding requests in the 
university’s annual budget process.   Annual reports were requested from all 25 
universities.  The reports I received varied greatly in their composition in that some 
included participation numbers from various programs such as intramurals and outdoor 
pursuits in addition to facility usage while others did not. I intended on using this 
additional information to account for the students who would not be counted via turnstiles 
to help further determine the effectiveness of marketing.  
The source of data was primarily administrative. Most Campus Recreation departments 
have the annual numbers stored in a software system or in reports that are typically convenient to 
collect via websites, email, or a phone call. The questionnaire I administered asked when 
marketing personnel were first hired in the facility, the make-up of the staff (i.e. do they use 
students, Graduate Assistants, professionals, and how many), and the marketing budget. The 
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questionnaire was created using Google Docs and was distributed via email. I gathered data on 
whether or not the department has marketing personnel through basic contact information on 
Campus Recreation websites. An example of the survey may be found in Appendix B.  
The data collected were used to draw a comparative analysis on the makeup of marketing 
staff and utilization of the Campus Recreation facility. This was done using regression with 
special attention given to university enrollment, facility usage numbers for the years 2011 and 
2012, if the university offered alumni, community, and sponsored memberships, year marketing 
was incorporated into the staff, the marketing budget, and how the marketing staff is organized. 
It is important to see where UK’s Campus Recreation facility usage numbers lie in comparison to 
the 15 observed universities. From this analysis I hope to understand if marketing efforts should 
be made by the department to reach out to the large amount of future incoming students.  
 
VI. Presentation and Analysis of Findings 
The University of Kentucky as compared to other institutions in the sample 
I began with gathering my data from the University of Kentucky in order to get an 
idea of what numbers were available and how their growth varied over time.  Refer to 
Table A on the following page as the results are discussed.  I was able to obtain these 
numbers from the Department of Campus Recreation’s Annual Report as far back as 2006. 
The facility opened in 2003; however data prior to 2006 were not available. Table A shows 
that the facility collected numbers for participation in Group Fitness, Intramurals, Aquatics, 
Outdoor Pursuits active registered climbers and total participants for trips, Club Sports, 
and the Facility itself. From this data I observed that there was no consistent participation 
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growth in any area but actually a decline in 2012 in almost every area except Intramurals 
and Outdoor Pursuit trips.  
Table A – Number of Participants in UK's Facility and Programs 
UK Group Fitness Intramurals Aquatics Outdoor Pursuits Wall/Trips Club Sports Facility 
2006 26,000 10,673 132,319 1,526/71 918 526,154 
2007 23,000 11,001 128,649 2,239/88 1059 526,154 
2008 26,700 11,136 120,700 2,872/90 1427 505,042 
2009 27,200 11,879 119,670 3,750/88 1006 505,042 
2010 32,296 11,913 124,210 4,237/51 983 500,007 
2011 40,140 11,806 136,400 4,557/113 1022 512,091 
2012 37,533 11,912 118,300 3,234/116 908 419,610 
 
The Annual Report indicated that decreased participation could be explained by 
software problems not corrected until February of that year (a new software system was 
implemented), guest passes not being scanned at the control desk, or because they had 
fewer users. Because of the change of software, it is difficult to determine if student 
participation truly fluctuated that much in the most current year. If we ignore the year 
2012, we can still see a great variation between program areas and participation.  While 
nearly every program increased in users from the previous year, aquatics and overall 
facility usage saw decreases. A further investigation of participation rates from other 
schools was needed. 
 In general, it is important to study enrollment and facility usage numbers of UK to 
similar schools to see how they compare. Please refer to Table B in Appendix C as I discuss 
my findings. This Table shows the data collected from the participating schools and 
includes their most recent enrollment numbers as well as facility usage numbers collected 
in their annual reports. Highlighted in yellow are schools that do not have marketing 
personnel in any of the years covered by the Table. The blue areas indicate the year that 
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marketing personnel were first hired at a university’s Campus Recreation department. The 
data collected made it very difficult to see if there was any correlation between 
participation numbers and marketing personnel implementation. As can be seen from the 
table, many schools did not start collecting annual numbers until after the marketing 
personnel were hired and in most cases many years after that. The Table also shows the 
variation of facility usage numbers across the institutions. As discussed in the limitations 
section, some schools have data that date back to 2002 where others have only recently 
started collecting the data. Hence, I ran my regression only using the years 2011 and 2012 
since I had these numbers for the most part from universities across the board. This also 
allowed me to increase my sample size from 16 observations to 32.  Table C on the next 
page contains membership information to aid in explaining why some facility numbers may 
be higher than others.  If an institution sells memberships to alumni, the community, or 
offers sponsored passes, it may increase overall facility usage numbers.  This is hard to 
determine because schools with high participation rates often cannot offer memberships 
because of lack of space and equipment.  Schools that do offer memberships are typically 
smaller and have the space and availability to open their memberships up. Because of this 
uncertainty, I determined that it would be beneficial to account for these variables in my 
data analysis.  
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Table C - Memberships Offered 
Benchmark Institutions Alumni  Community  Family/Sponsored  
University of Arizona Y N Y 
University of California – Davis Y N Y  
University of Florida (SEC) Y N N 
University of Iowa N Y Y 
University of Minnesota – Twin Cities Y  Y N 
University of Missouri – Columbia Y N Y 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill N N Y 
SEC Universities       
Auburn University N N N 
Mississippi State University Y Y Y 
University of Alabama Y Y Y 
University of Arkansas Y N N 
University of South Carolina N N N 
University of Tennessee N N Y 
Surrounding States       
North Carolina State Y N Y 
Indiana University   Y N N 
University of Kentucky N N N 
  
Comparisons of the organization and budget of university marketing departments 
 On the following page you will find Table D that summarizes the universities’ 
marketing organization and budget. This table shows that every campus with a marketing 
department has at least one professional staff working for the organization, and nearly 
every school utilizes students in their marketing efforts. Also, out of the observed schools, 
universities did not implement marketing until after 2002, with the exception of Indiana 
who started utilizing marketing in 1997.  They also have the highest marketing budget 
which may be explained by their maturity within the organization. Further, by observing 
the table you can see that there is no correlation between the organization of the staff, the 
budget, and the year of marketing implementation.  
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Table D - University Marketing Organization and Budget 
Benchmark Institutions Year of Marketing Budget Pro Staff GA(s) Intern(s) Student(s) 
University of Arizona 2010 185,000 2 0 1 2 
University of California – Davis 2004 115,000 2 0 0 5 
University of Florida (SEC) 2008 50,000 1 1 0 5 
University of Iowa 2002 N/A 1 0 0 1 
University of Minnesota – Twin Cities 2004 130,000 1 0 5 0 
University of Missouri – Columbia No Marketing 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 2005 N/A 2 0 0 5 
SEC Universities             
Auburn University 2012 60,000 2 0 0 2 
Mississippi State University No Marketing  
University of Alabama 2002 45,000 1 0 0 4 
University of Arkansas No Marketing 
University of South Carolina No Marketing 
University of Tennessee 2002 15,000 1 0 0 4 
Surrounding States             
North Carolina State 2005 55,000 1 0 1 5 
Indiana University   1997 200,000 5 0 0 5 
University of Kentucky 2012 N/A  0 0 1 0 
 
With little to no correlation and such variation within the marketing data, it is once 
again difficult to determine what effect marketing has on facility usage. The results of the 
questionnaire did indicate that benchmark institutions are more likely to have marketing 
departments than SEC universities as well as a higher budget. As indicated in Table B in 
Appendix C, the benchmark institutions also have higher student enrollment and facility 
usage numbers.  This is an interesting find because schools that may not need marketing 
because of the sheer volume of students attending the school are still the ones that utilize 
marketing. 
Regression models 
I ran various regressions in STATA to determine if there were any relationships 
between marketing and facility usage that could not be observed in the previous tables.  
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This statistical analysis was aimed at identifying any relationship when it came to 
enrollment numbers, facility entries for years 2011 and 2012, the marketing budget, and 
the organization of the marketing department. A summary and analysis of those results 
may be found in the tables that follow.  
Table E - Summary Statistics 
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
Entries 2012 783,832 381,280 164,773 1,693,800 
Entries 2011 747,244 336,063 175,912 1,618,349 
Enrollment 34,664 11,743 19,810 69,221 
Marketing Budget 49,688 69,581 0.00 200,000 
Professional Staff 1.00 1.32 0.00 5.00 
Graduate Assistant 0.06 0.25 0.00 1.00 
Intern 0.44 1.26 0.00 5.00 
Student 2.38 2.25 0.00 5.00 
Marketing 0.69 0.48 0.00 1.00 
N=16  
 
 Table E discusses the summary statistics from the data gathered.  My dependent 
variable was facility entries for the years 2011 and 2012 and enrollment numbers were my 
control variable.  Out of the 16 schools I was able to observe, I found that on average about 
70% of universities are utilizing marketing. These schools had on average at least one 
professional marketing person with a budget of around $50,000.  Few schools reported 
having Graduate Assistants to aid in marketing efforts, but instead were more likely to use 
interns and students. This table also shows just how varied schools are across the board in 
regard to facility entries.  Some institutions had usages in the hundred thousands, while 
others broke a million entries. Enrollment numbers also vary greatly across schools, but 
one can easily presume that universities with a greater student population also have higher 
facility usages.  
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Below you will find my linear regression analysis. In this model, I had 32 
observations from the 16 schools over a two year time period (2011, 2012). Here, I found a 
statistical significance at the 0.1 level between the marketing budget and facility usage. 
This indicates that spending money on marketing efforts will draw more students into the 
Campus Recreation facility.  Further, I observed that having marketing staff did not show 
statistical significance, which suggests that it is what that staff does with their resources 
that make an impact on facility entries.   
Linear Regression Model 
Usage Coef. Std. Err. P>t 
Usage 2012 36588.63 116041.50 0.76 
Marketing 129569.30 151085.00 0.40 
Marketing Budget 2.37 1.37   0.10* 
Enrollment 7.07 4.22 0.11 
_cons 286661.40 195385.20 0.15 
N = 32 R-squared = 0.2514  *p<0.10 
  
Note that the data for enrollment numbers is not completely consistent for 2011 and 
2012 because of the availability of enrollment numbers from the universities. Also, I only 
obtained the marketing budget for the most current year, not over time.  However, filling in 
gaps on the assumption that there is not much change is a reasonable method unless there 
is a lot of volatility. Since enrollment numbers and marketing budget are assumed to not 
change drastically from year to year, it was reasonable to use the same numbers for the 
two variables in 2011 and 2012 to get 32 observations instead of 16.  While this does 
create a measurement error, it should reduce the statistical significance, not increase it as it 
does in my analysis.  Consequently, measurement errors make small t values, so the results 
from the data have a bias pushing against it and not for it.      
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 In Table G in Appendix D, you will find my correlation results. This Table further 
illustrates that marketing personnel have a significant impact on facility usage for the years 
2011 and 2012.  The department’s marketing budget is highly correlated with the 
organization having professional marketing staff and higher facility entries. It is not the 
efforts put in by the marketing staff that will bring students into the facility, but the money 
the department invests in those efforts.  In addition, schools with higher enrollment 
numbers are more likely to have a marketing department and a bigger marketing budget. 
These results make it evident that UK should consider hiring professional marketing staff 
and implement a budget dedicated to promotional efforts and awareness for the programs 
of the facility. This analysis shows that the marketing staff can do little without a budget, 
and a budget is useless without a staff who knows how to effectively utilize their resources.  
 In regards to the empirical data that can be found in Table H below,  there are 
statistically significant relationships between the types of schools I studied, i.e. SEC schools, 
benchmark institutions, schools from surrounding states, and the University of Kentucky.  
Table H – Empirical Results 
Entries Coef. Std. Err. P>t 
Entries 2012 36588.63 76192.79 0.64 
Marketing -187087.50 96176.52   0.07* 
Marketing Budget -0.95 1.61 0.56 
Enrollment -0.56 4.53 0.90 
Pro Staff 129496.30 83442.00 0.14 
GA 253235.30 125699.50   0.06* 
Intern 22925.62 27113.64 0.41 
Alumni 34464.21 80004.24 0.67 
University of Kentucky -379427.30 143160.40   0.02** 
Benchmark Schools -287477.20 150977.10   0.07* 
Surrounding Schools 366271.20 141267.70   0.02** 
_cons 854836.40 306000.00   0.01** 
N = 32 R-squared = 0.7609  * p<0.10  ** p<0.05 
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Limitations 
 The first limitation is sample size.  There are hundreds of Campus Recreation 
departments on campuses across the country but I chose to only study 25 and obtained 
data from 15.  While these schools were the best options in evaluating the University of 
Kentucky’s Campus Recreation department to other institutions that are the most 
comparable, obtaining a larger number may have been beneficial in my analysis and 
grasping the real impact of marketing. Also, there were limitations with the independent 
variables because I only had data on these variables from the most recent years.  If I had 
data over more years for the independent variables, I may have conducted a pool analysis 
to perhaps better identify marketing and facility usage relationships over the years.  
Secondly, time was a limitation because many of the schools that did not provide 
data stated that they could not because of the time constraints. I assumed easy access to 
data because of how UK accumulates and collects its annual numbers.  However, what I 
discovered was that many schools do not have a system in place to obtain and store this 
data. In fact, the director at the University of North Carolina responded to my request by 
admitting that my inquiry provided him with the incentive to do this work. This came as a 
huge surprise since I hypothesized that schools had this data readily available to provide to 
their university for budgeting reasons.  Not having the data at their fingertips as well as not 
having the time to collect the data hindered my efforts to obtain information from all 25 
schools. The universities that lacked this information should strongly consider 
implementing a policy that organizes and stores its data for assessment purposes such as 
this one. 
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Another limitation was how varied the data was that I collected. I originally hoped 
to get at least ten years of facility usage numbers from the universities in order to compare 
student participation before and after marketing personnel was hired. However, I quickly 
found that many schools did not collect this data so far back. In fact, only four schools were 
able to provide data as far back as 2003. With assessment and retention currently 
becoming hot topics for universities, the value of this data is only recently being recognized 
as being imperative. It was for this reason that I only ran my regression on years 2011 and 
2012.  In addition to this limitation, some schools provided very detailed reports year to 
year while others only provided me with average numbers. Further, select universities only 
had data from 2010 or 2011 instead of the most recent numbers. Because of this 
inadequacy, the data is not perfectly compared with 2012 numbers, but instead with the 
most recent data that was available. Also, when collecting the data some universities 
provided me with annual numbers but did not fill out the questionnaire and vice versa.  
Since my research was looking to find the correlation between facility usage and 
marketing, the marketing questionnaire results were not as beneficial without having the 
annual numbers. However, the extra marketing data did allow me to observe how varied 
marketing budgets and makeup are across universities. In regards to the questionnaire, 
some universities did not wish to include their budget and were also unsure of when 
marketing personnel were hired.  These limitations made it difficult to study the 
advantages of having marketing personnel.  
Lastly, this research proved difficult because so many other variables may go into 
whether or not a student participates in Campus Recreation activities apart from being 
aware of the programs, as discussed in the literature review. From this study, I observed 
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that recreational departments vary widely from school to school.  For example, some 
universities have multiple recreation sites on campus while others only have one.  Ease of 
access and availability can certainly have an impact on annual facility numbers and student 
participation in programs.  Programs themselves can affect participation numbers as well.  
If a school offers a popular group fitness class or offers a particular club sport that is 
prevalent for that universities environment, then this could affect participation as well.  If a 
facility is larger, modern, and has the most up-to-date amenities and equipment, the 
likelihood of students utilizing the facility may also be affected.  
Conclusion 
 Each university’s Campus Recreation department has several factors that make it 
distinct from its counterparts. When compared to all observations in this study, UK’s 
facility was one of four schools that saw a decrease in facility numbers from years 2011 to 
2012. Others were the University of Arizona, University of North Carolina and University of 
Arkansas.  The University of Arizona and the University of Arkansas do have marketing 
personnel while UNC does not, so this decrease cannot be directly related to marketing.  
When compared to UK, some schools had higher facility usage numbers with fewer 
enrolled students such as the University of Arkansas, which as previously mentioned does 
not have a marketing budget.  However, there are some schools that have higher 
participation and a lower number of enrolled students then UK that does have marketing 
personnel.  These inconsistencies make it very difficult to determine if higher participation 
in Campus Recreation can be accredited to marketing alone.  
 What I discovered with this research was that there was a statistical significance 
between a university’s marketing budget, professional marketing staff, and facility entries.  
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Further, nearly 70% of comparable universities are utilizing marketing staff.  Since there 
have not been any studies conducted showing a direct relationship between marketing 
efforts and participation rates, decision makers are choosing to use marketing for other 
reasons than empirical evidence that it works. 
  
VII. Recommendations 
 Based on the findings presented in this study, I would like to propose the following 
recommendations for the University of Kentucky’s Campus Recreation department:  
1) Campus Recreation departments should collect annual participation numbers so it can 
track its facility usage numbers over time. These efforts are recommended so that research 
analysis on various aspects of the facility may be conducted for assessment and 
improvement purposes.  
2) The University of Kentucky’s Campus Recreation Department should hire a marketing 
professional to promote its facility to the thousands of new students that will be living on 
campus based on the statistical significance in my data analysis. In addition to the data, 
many schools have begun hiring professionals to aid in reaching out to the student 
population.  This is the trend that is occurring in Campus Recreation departments. If UK 
wants to strive to meet the standards of its benchmark institutions, it should consider 
providing this service in their future plans for growth.  
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3) The department should strongly consider implementing a TPSI approach as an alternative 
to a conventional survey to identify how they can meet the current students’ needs, and 
prepare the university for the large amount of incoming students in the near future. Having 
professional marketing personnel in place to conduct the TPSI could be very beneficial to 
these efforts.  
4) The department should focus on increasing its participation numbers to help in the efforts 
of student retention. National statistics indicate that students are more likely to graduate 
when involved in campus activities. With the Campus Recreation department being one of 
the largest activity spaces on campus, it should aid in the university’s mission to increase 
student involvement by increasing awareness of their programs.   
5) The results from the survey in Appendix A illustrate that the department should go beyond 
social media efforts and flyers to reach the student population. It shows that the number 
one way students are currently learning about what is happening in Campus Recreation is 
by word of mouth. This indicates that further marketing efforts need to be made to reach 
out to the students on campus to provide them with accurate and reliable information 
about the facility and its programs.  
 
With marketing staff and their efforts in place, the University of Kentucky’s Campus 
Recreation department may not only aid in the student retention efforts being made by the 
university, but could possible reach out to numerous students and make a positive impact 
on their lives and well-being.  
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IX. Appendices 
 
Appendix A: Results of Campus Recreation survey 
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Appendix B: Marketing Questionnaire  
 
Marketing in Campus Recreation Questionnaire 
Please fill in any relevant field(s) and submit on or before 3/1/2013. 
If you have any questions about this form, please contact amy.gibson@uky.edu  
* Required 
Please state your university: * 
 
What year did your Campus Recreation facility hire marketing personnel? * 
 
Please indicate how many marketing staff are employed in each position: * 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5+ 
Professional Staff       
Graduate Assistant(s)       
Intern(s)       
Student(s)       
Other       
What is your annual marketing budget? 
 
Please provide any additional information about the make-up of your marketing staff that you deem 
useful in helping to determine the effectiveness of marketing in Campus Recreation: 
 
Submit
 
Never submit passwords through Google Forms. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix C: Table B – Summary of Campus Recreation Enrollment and Facility Usage Numbers 
 
                Indicates schools with no marketing 
Indicates the year marketing personnel were hired 
Benchmark Institutions Enrollment 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 2004 2003 Other 
University of Arizona 39,236  702,784 727,692                   
University of California – 
Davis 33,300  843,707 804,572 934,262 920,205 715,192             
University of Florida (SEC) 49,913  1,137,054 939,825 971,165 1,074,619 1,131,955 1,151,341 1,100,983 1,106,553 1,085,352 1,159,878   
University of Iowa 31,498  1,321,815 1,042,089                 2002 
University of Minnesota -Twin 
Cities 69,221  870,000 870,000                   
University of Missouri - 
Columbia 34,748  952,544 943,167 944,942 758,339               
University of North Carolina - 
Chapel Hill 29,278  529,199 546,595 443,787                 
SEC Universities                         
Auburn University 25,134      164,773 175,912 192,384 219,023           
Mississippi State University 19,810  495,549 429,773 422,948 471,610 455,391 478,945 424,596 403,756 465,994 495,311   
University of Alabama 33,602  611,294 528,805 578,138 578,795 570,377 551,791 531,442 485,696 344,267 333,858 2002 
University of Arkansas 24,537  615,008 734,961 804,563 606,849 537,238             
University of South Carolina 30,967  589,947 512,656 483,972 479,585 451,190 443,751 437,111 424,659 433,029     
University of Tennessee 27,379  539,928 534,073 535,905 538,603 514,242 527,851 531,118 486,281     
10+ 
years 
Surrounding States                         
North Carolina State 34,340  1,054,305 1,035,339 1,001,030 N/A 1,139,780 985,707           
Indiana University   42,731  1,693,800 1,618,349 1,520,306 1,411,222 1,390,847 1,390,229 1,294,798 1,405,145 1,390,780 1,332,031 1997 
                          
University of Kentucky 28,928  419,610 512,091 500,007 505,042 505,042 526,154 526,154         
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Appendix D: Table G – Correlation Results 
 
 
Correlation Results 
  Enrollment Alumni Community Family Marketing Budget Pro Staff GA Intern Student Marketing Entries 2012 Entries 2011 
Enrollment 1.00                       
Alumni -0.11 1.00                     
  0.69                       
Community -0.23 0.15 1.00                   
  0.40 0.58                     
Family -0.08 0.10 0.22 1.00                 
  0.76 0.72 0.42                   
Marketing Budget -0.35 0.48 -0.08 -0.13 1.00               
       0.05**       0.01*** 0.65 0.49                 
Pro Staff -0.20 0.30 -0.11 0.00 0.79 1.00             
  0.46 0.25 0.68 1.00          0.0003***               
GA -0.08 0.20 -0.15 -0.29   0.001 0.00 1.00           
  0.76 0.46 0.58 0.27 1.00 1.00             
Intern -0.21 0.28 0.38 -0.20 0.41 0.04 -0.09 1.00         
  0.43 0.30 0.14 0.46 0.11 0.88 0.73           
Student -0.46 0.13 -0.30 0.27 0.35 0.59 0.31 -0.23 1.00       
     0.07* 0.62 0.26 0.32 0.18      0.02** 0.24 0.40         
Marketing -0.59 0.03   0.08* 0.22 0.50 0.53 0.17 0.24 0.74 1.00     
        0.02** 0.90 0.77 0.41     0.05**     0.04** 0.52 0.37         0.001***       
Entries 2012 -0.06 0.40 0.06 -0.001 0.52 0.67 0.25   0.09 0.32 0.31 1.00   
  0.82 0.13 0.81 1.00     0.04**        0.004*** 0.36 0.75 0.22 0.24     
Entries 2011 0.01 0.46 -0.05 -0.05 0.59 0.71 0.15 0.14 0.30 0.25 0.97 1.00 
  0.98  0.07* 0.85 0.85     0.02**       0.002*** 0.57 0.61 0.25 0.35         0.001***   
             Significance level: * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
        
